by restaging it on the page. This approach echoes the idea of "performative writing" (Phelan 1996 (Phelan , 1997 , a writing that is not about the event but that is 'of' the event as Adrian Heathfield describes, "[t] his writing is not simply upon a subject or about it but, rather, is 'of' it in the sense that it issues from it, is subject to its force and conditions" (Heathfield 2006, 179) . This approach can also be usefully applied to critical writing (see Heathfield & Hsieh, 2009) , to arrive at a theoretical or philosophical frame that takes on the condition of its object of study, in a sense emanating from it. This writing is not applied to the work from the outside rather it celebrates the moment of contact between the idea and the work, the coupling of the concept-as-event, and the event-asconcept.
On viewing Seagrave's performance for the first time I described it in terms of an 'encounter'. As
Simon O'Sullivan notes " [a] n object of encounter is fundamentally different from an object of recognition". It causes "a rupture in our habitual modes of being" but it is also a creative moment that "obliges us to think otherwise" (O'Sullivan 2006, 1) . I wasn't overly familiar with live art at the time of viewing, being more accustomed to traditional theatre forms. Yet my fascination with
Jamais Vu seemed to extend beyond the experimental structural, temporal and aesthetic qualities of the work. Even though I couldn't articulate at the time what it was about the performance that drew me in, holding me there, I knew it had a profound impact on me. It got under my skin.
This sense of knowing and yet not knowing fully what the event meant to me permeated my engagement with Jamais Vu on first and even on subsequent viewings. Perhaps this feeling of uncertainty, of not being able to access a singular, definitive meaning for the piece was part of its attraction. This sense of rupture or unsettling of familiar frames of reference was built into the work in its conception, and in its design. The term 'jamais vu' literally translated means 'never seen'.
It refers to the uncanny feeling of the familiar appearing strange or novel/new (see Freud [1919] 1955). In the performance this feeling is activated via the incessant repetitions that constitute the compositional structure of the work. In its first instantiation, the performance consisted of three short movement interactions that were repeated eight times over a one-hour duration. The dark, barely perceptible print on the miniature glass slide fitted in the palm of my hand.
Intended for illumination by a light box I held it close under the shutter of my eye. I held it close to trace the dimpled contours of a youthful figure and a shiny object sculpted by time. The image was taken sometime in 1984 when Seagrave was still a student studying visual and performing arts at Brighton University or what was then called Brighton Polytechnic. The artist is seen balancing tentatively on an overturned table with a shiny object, a metal bucket, suspended in midair. It was the vessel but also the black and white chiaroscuro effect of the image that brought me back to Jamais Vu, back to a performance that had yet to take place or that was yet to come. Through a Part of the collection included two video documents of Seagrave's performance of Jamais Vu at the NRLA festival in 2007. This was the final presentation of the piece. Jamais Vu had been extended to include twelve short movement interactions that were repeated twice over a one-hour duration.
Furthermore, the piece was performed over a number of consecutive days with different structural elements removed. By the final day, the video and sound elements of Jamais Vu were removed, and the artist's white body paint had faded. It was as if the work was performing its own erasure or "becoming itself through disappearance" as Phelan (1996) argues.
Watching and re-watching the video frame by frame I noted the points of departure and points of familiarity with the version of Jamais Vu I knew. I analysed the film to see if it would draw me in, holding me there. While I felt an affinity with the moving image, a vague sense of recognition, it still didn't move me in the same way as the live performance. Of course, these documents were always going to fall short of my initial encounter with the work, but they were useful to consult in terms of exploring my reengagement with Jamais Vu. Perhaps they could shed some light on why I was compelled again and again to return to the performance-was it the allure of the performing body, the mesmerizing iterative choreographed sequences in the work, its abstract yet highly emotive PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 3 (3) (2017) quality, or its understated paired back nature? All of these elements intrigued me, but there were two things in particular that had a binding force. "retrospectatorship" to refer to viewing practices that invite us to "re-encounter something we've seen before but didn't yet know what the encounter would mean to us" (1999, 215) . Focus is placed on the temporality of reception, the idea of looking back to retroactively make sense of an experience.
In critical writing it is not unusual to return to a performance witnessed previously to reflect on your encounter. However, it is unusual to return to the same event over and over again. Participants were invited to revisit a performance or a moment from performance history that had a strong personal significance for them. In preparation for the event, participants were asked to bring any relevant objects or materials with them that would help with restaging their memory. I knew instantly that I would choose a sequence from Jamais Vu. I chose the sequence with the bucket as it had an aesthetic and a conceptual appeal. I remember being surprised by the beauty of the mundane domestic object as it swivelled on the floor catching the light. In the moment of performance, it had an allure and a reflective quality that is not as apparent in its everyday use. It is also a vessel that carries or transmits things, which seemed appropriate in the context of re- Erotohistoriography is distinct from the desire for a fully present past, a restoration of bygone times. Erotohistoriography does not write the lost object into the present so much as encounter it already in the present, by treating the present itself as hybrid. And it uses the body as a tool to effect, figure, or perform that encounter. (2010, 95) While some re-enactments attempt to recreate an original with exacting precision as a restorative gesture, many artistic re-enactments take a more critical approach by embracing the temporal disruptions at play. Furthermore, it reveals the uncanny temporal and experiential aspects at work, when the "ghosting" (Carlson 2003, 7) of past events on a performer's or spectator's body takes place.
In redoing Jamais Vu, I was ironically trying to 'save' the performance that Seagrave (2007a) was trying to 'erase'. I was trying to perform a dynamic preservation wherein the body becomes "a kind of archive" or "a kind of ruin", which generates "a queer kind of evidence" (Schneider 2001, 103) . I was exploring how my body and its identification, its desire; was intrinsically linked to the performance of the 'never seen'. What once felt almost un-representable had retroactively found a way to be not only represented but fully embodied via practices of retrospectatorship and reenactment.
In Conclusion
This method of looking back, of returning again and again is significant for performance philosophy as it suggests a more durational approach to criticism. A close almost claustrophobic engagement with an object over time reveals insights about its processes as well as its finished product/s. This method of "déjà-viewing" (as Grant 2014 describes it) highlights the temporal and experiential aspects of spectatorship.
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The abstract and conceptual nature of Seagrave's work is in itself a kind of performance of philosophy, exploring ideas about repetition, memory and temporality through a body-based practice. With its iterative structure, its haunting allure, the work demands that we look again, that we return, that we re-view. PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 3 (3) (2017) Heddon, Milican and Klein, eds. (2010) . 4 For a rare example that analyses repeated returns to a performance from a spectatorial perspective see Kartsaki (2011) . She explores the role of writing and re-writing in remembering a performance drawing on art historian T.J. Clark's repeated returns to a Nicholas Poussin painting (over a six-month period he visited the museum every day to document his responses to the artwork). With reference to Heathfield's 'Writing of the Event' (2006), she describes a mode of writing that she calls "the writing of return, which occurs as we return to performance in a later time to re-think […] the different experiences that the work creates" (Kartsaki 2011, 5) . 7 See Forsyth and Pollard (2005) for an example of a re-enactment that transforms and updates a historical performance work, and Barba (2012) for a description of an attempt at precise replication which plays with the inconsistencies that emerge. 8 Seagrave's work occupies a marginal position in histories of live art. Very little literature exists on her work to date aside from a published artist interview by Ayers (2000) , a performance photography project by Vason (2007) and an overview of her contribution to Irish performance art by Phillips (2015) . The majority of the information on her practice remains in archival and mnemonic form. 9 Grant engages with White's (1999) concept of "retrospectatorship" to explore her personal attachment and remake/remix of the queer associated film Rebecca. She notes that "[S]ensuous methodologies seem to me to be eminently suited to the epistemology and hermeneutics […] of déjà-viewing" (2014, 1) . She argues that retrospectatorship-a viewing mode described by White as shaped by the experiences, fantasies and memories it elicits in the spectator-might also function as a production mode, especially in the context of spectatorial productions (Grant 2014, 2) . Both White and Grant are writing about film spectatorship. In the context of performance, Carlson's (2003) concept of "ghosting" takes a similar approach by focusing on the role of individual memory in the process of theatrical reception. Analysing the recycling of theatrical elements, he writes about "this sense of something coming back in the theatre" (2003, 2) .
Notes

